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The source and historical development of Arm. § remains un- 
solved. Traditional etymologies derive it, with clear evidence, from IE 
*kw while competing etymologies, also quite clear, suggest that IE 
*kw actually produces Arm. sk as well, Since no convincing circum- 
stances allow us to differentiate between these two results on the basis 
of environment, the validity of one result as opposed to the other, 
Arm. § vs. sk, remains wholly undeterminable. 

We find Arm. 8 of Indo-European origin in Arm. Sun "dog" (Gk. 
Xov, Skt. svà, $ána- id"); Arm. e$ "donkey" (Gk. irxoc "horse," Skt. 
dsva-); and finally we find $ in giser "evening," a word somehow 
related to Gk. &ozx£ooc Lat. vesper, OCS vecerü and Lith. vakaras. In 
addition Pokorny lists well over a dozen other etymologies with an 
initial or medial &. But other than the three mentioned above, none of 
them can be considered in any way acceptable according to the rules 
of Armenian phonology; all represent a coilection of past lucubra- 
tions more whimsical than scientific, immortalized through igno- 
Trance or maliciousness in the Indogermanisches Etymologisches 
Wörterbuch. 

Thus it is hard to argue that there is at least not the appearance 
that *kw yields Arm. &. But the conflicting examples of *Kw 7 Arm. sk 
are also not to be ignored. Here we have skund "pup, dog," also de- 
rived from IE *Kwon-, but with a dental suffix like Goth. hunds 
"dogs": and Arm. skesur “mother-in-law,” clearly the continuation of 
IE *sweKur, Gk. £&xvpà and, perplexingly, Skt. $vásura-. 
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Parallel evidence might be looked for in Arm. Z, the voiced 
equivalent of š, but the results are not helpful. Arm. Z is legitimately 
taken with an Indo-European root only in iZ "snake" (Gk. ógic, Eytc, IE 
*eg*hi-). Here it has been argued that the palatalizing effect of the *-i- 
softened the labio-velar *g"h to Z, but this answer is not entirely satis- 
fying since a contradiction is found in Arm. jerm, Gk. teouds IE 
*g*herm-. The origin of this Z is as problematic as the origin of š, and 
seems to shed no light. 

A further disturbing factor found in these words that potentially 
show a reflex of *Kw is that, with the exception of gun and skund, all 
have additional phonological or semantic problems that are difficult 
to explain. Yet in spite of these problems, all the words involved are 
part and parcel of the basic Indo-European word stock, and few would 
be quick to dismiss these etymologies. Following is a discussion of 
these aberrations. : 

1. $un "dog." Thís word exists in abundance in the oldest litera- 
ture, and is continued until the present time. With the exception of 
the controversy over the initial $, Arm. sun reflects IE *Kwon without 
difficulty. The contention (Greppin 1982.70) that gun, along with és 
“donkey,” might be a Luwian long remains unproven, though not 
immediately dismissible. 

2. é$ "donkey, ass." The initial é- points to an original *ei-, a 
pattern approximately in Gk. ixzog Myc. i-qo, though in reduced 
grade (Hamp 1973-74.24), but which is in conflict with the initial *e- 
of *ekwos reflected in Skt. déva-, Av. aspa-, OLith. egva, Lat. equus, 
Venetic ekvon, Gaul. Epo-, Toch, B yakwe, etc. In addition to the 
vocalic discrepancy, there is a lack of semantic harmony, for a "don- 
key" is by no means a "horse". De Lamberterie (1978.263), following 
Godel (1975.85) who refers to Watkins (1970.7), justifies the imbal- 
ance by noting the cognate relation of Arm. ji 'horse', Skt. háya- 
"steed." Thus Arm. ji “horse” : Arm. ég "donkey" : : Skt. háya- : Skt. 
asva- “horse.” But as impressively formulaic as this equation is, one is 
not at all sure that horse : steed is suffiently parallel to donkey : horse 
to justify the semantic imbalance between 8$ and á$va-. 

The word for "donkey, ass" has good circulation in the ancient 
Near East. Sumerian has ANSU; we also find Akk. sisti(m), Heb. sts, 
Ugaritic ssw, Egyptian ssm.t. Semitic philologists {here see von Soden 
1972.1051) have long considered this word a Wanderwort. Others 
suggest it is the basis of Gk. Gvog “donkey” and Lat. asinus "id" whose 
lack of rhotacism is of interest. Both the Latin and Greek correspon- 
dences to the Semitic original receive approval in Chantrain (DELG. 
805) and are acknowledged in Frisk (GEW 11.398). Adjarian (HAB 
11.118} also mentions cognates that turn up in the Altaic and Cauca- 
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sian arenas: Turk, Uighur, Chagatai, Kirgiz eek “donkey”; Laz. esegi 
“id” and Russ. i$akü "id." Since Arm. é$ was well established long 
before the Turkic languages came into contact with Armenian, they 
clearly cannot have a direct role in the formation of Arm. é (Bible ca. 
105x) 

Clearly, the word for “donkey, ass" is of Mediterranean origin, 
and Arm. é§ can be derived, should we wish to, from a proto- 
Mediterranean *Vná.-. The phonological relationship is sufficiently 
close, and we are relieved of all semantic problems.’ 

3. giser "evening." This is cognate somehow with Gk. éonegos, 
Lat. vesper, MWelsh gosper, Olrish fescor, as well as Lith. vdkaras, 
OCS večerů with the possible further correlation with Olce. vestr 
“west,” OHG westar “id.” There is no clear way to analyze and explain 
these variations, even a summoning up of taboo is unhelpful. And 
although there is some sensible Armenological comment {Hamp 
1965.259; Cop 1973.37-38), there seems no entirely clear way of argu- 
ing that the 8 of giser is a development of IE *Kw, even though no one 
would remove giser from the Indo-European paradigm for “evening.” 

4. skund "pup, dog." This is the word Meillet (1936.50-51) 
picked as a continuant of IE *Kwon rather than Arm. gun. Meillet saw 
a great similarity to Goth. hunds, and both would-be from an IE 
*kwon-(t-). The reflex sk-* somehow parallels a similar sk- found in 
skesur “mother-in-law.” This view is reinforced by Vogt (1938.329) 
who in addition considers un < *Kwon to be also a valid etymology, 
and sees the twofald results of *Kwon and *kwon-t-, §un and skund, as 
parallel to the reflexes of common Kartvelian * sw as seen in Georgian 
šv but Mingrelian šk, sk and Svan sg. Further to be noted is that skund 
is a late addition to the Armenian literary language, being cited no 
earlier than in Grigor Magistros (11th century). But perhaps too much 
has been made of this last fact, especially since the etymology is so 
compelling. As N. Simonyan has noted {1979), even to this day mate- 
rial from the modern dialects, not part of the literary language. 
produces data that can influence our views on historical Armenian 
phonology. And even though skund, an apparent slang word, was not 
dignified by being recorded in print until the 11th century, we must 
not categorically remove the word from competing with the better 
pedigreed Sun. i 

Kortlandt (1976.96-97), following Pedersen (1905.197), suggests 
that skund should not go with Goth. hunds, but better with Russ. 
$cenok "pup, whelp,” a word of wide Slavic distribution (OCS scene, 
Pol. szczenię, Slov. ščene “id”). As pleasing as this idea may seem 
initially, it is actually a case of describing something poorly under- 
stood by another poorly understood thing. It is very hard to show a 
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Slav. sé from an Indo-European source, and even OCS Séuti “hunt,” 
Swed. skugg “id,” IE *skew(H)- is not only a curious case of potential 
root etymology, but it is also best shown from a velar *sku-, not a 
palatal * (s)&w-. Pedersen’s suggestion, seconded by Kortlandt, might 
not be entirely helpful. 

5. skesur “mother-in-law.” Somehow this should be taken with 
Gk. &nvpáà, Lat. socrus, Skt. śváśura- “id.” The Indo-European shape 
approximately conforms to *swekura- which would yield easily the 
Greek and Latin form, but should in turn provide Arm. *k'esur, and 
certainly not Skt. $vásura-. Attempts have been made to find both the 
Sanskrit and the Armenian in a common (taboo-influenced) proto- 
form *Kwekur-. However, the Sanskrit initial $ could be more easily 
explained by assimilation to the following -s- < *-k-. This solution 
leaves Arm. skesur out in the cold. Pedersen (1905.197) suggests that 
"Die nebenform kesur ist vielleicht eine kontamination von *k'esur 
und skesur." This, though, is also untenable if only because the form 
kesur is a hapax, known only from Yeznik (1826.60, 1959.438), and 
there it appears only in the accusative case as zkesur. It should be 
noted that there would be no difference between the pronunciation 
zskesur and zkesur; one also doubts, in view of the remarkably poor 
textual tradition we have for Yeznik, that we should take the form 
kesur seriously. 

Only gun and skund, competing forms, are acceptable in every 
sense other than their initial sequence. Of the other words involved, 
Arm. e$ has mild semantic problems as well as more serious problems 
of vocalism (8 where e is expected); we might well join with the views 
of the Semitists and consider Arm. é§ part of a Wanderwort chain. 
Arm. giger can in no way influence our thinking about the relation- 
ship *kw > Arm. š since it cannot have a *Kw in its proto-form, or at 
least we have no supporting evidence that it does. Similarly, Arm. 
skesur provides no real support for an original *kw-, and the existence 
of a proto-form common to both Sanskrit and Armenian is strongly 
hypothetical. References to iz “snake’’* are also to no avail since iz is 
clearly from a labio-velar *g*h-i-; its only similarity is to a possible 
proto-form for giger embodying a medial *k"i that is also in part sug- 
gested by OCS vecerii and Lith. vákaras, a view close to what has been 
suggested earlier by Hamp (1965.259) and Cop (1973.37-38). 

This means we are left with only two strong forms: sun and 
skund, and these are competing, not complementary, forms. An at- 
tempt has been made to dislodge sun, along with és, from the genetic 
continuum, showing them both as Anatolian loans, HLuwian 
Suwana- and asuwa- (Greppin 1982.70). But this, in addition to not 
solving the semantic problems for é$ "donkey" (HLuw. asuwa 
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"horse") brings us full face into the theory of Hittite loan words in 
Armenian, a hypothesis which, in spite of some tantalizing evidence, 
has not been well received. Further, we would be left wondering why 
the Armenians would borrow two such common words from HLu- 
wian when presumably they had their own perfectly good words, 
certainly for dog; the question of the word for donkey is open. There 
simply seems to be no way, using our conventional knowledge, to 
make a reasoned choice between Sun and skund. With the exception 
of the lateness with which skund is cited, both etymologies meet 
equally all the criteria we might demand. 

It is at this point that I wish to take some risks and point to some 
ideas earlier mentioned by Academician Djahukian. In various of his 
writings (1983, 1967) he has tried to draw attention to at least two 
levels of Indo-European input into Armenian, as if the Proto- 
Armenians separated from the great Indo-European hoard, taking 
with them as appropriate Indo-European word stock, and then, at a 
later millennium, they had another period of contact with a different 
section of the Indo-European group. This later contact resulted in 
further Indo-European input into Armenian, yet it brought words at a 
later stage of development, as well as words whose phonetic shapes 
would be treated in a different way by the proto-Armenians of a later 
stage. 

Certainly we have all noticed the very peculiar correspondences 
than we can make between Baltic, Germanic and Armenian. Most 
often these correspondences are slightly bent; the semantic correla- 
tion will often seem odd and the phonological structure will be 
slightly out of shape as well. Lagarde, Petersson and especially Lidén 
have earlier provided us with these suspicious etymologies in a great 
abundance and in a great number of publications. 

And this is what we find in Sun/skund. In this instance the 
semantic alignment is fine, but the phonological rapport is at odds 
with itself. Certainly the -d of skund draws us full well into the Ger- 
manic net cast by Goth. hunds, and we could also add, parallel to this, 
that the medial consonantism of giser brings us back to Lith. vakaras 

Such impressionistic observations will not decide such difficult 
questions; nor will they establish a new school of Armenian phonol- 
ogy. They do serve, however, to put on record again the contention 
that just as a language such as English is composed of layers built by 
loan word (or substratum) influence, so also must we acknowledge 
that Armenian also is built of these various layers, some of which 
could have been applied before the proto-Armenians had moved too 
far or too distant from their Indo-European progenitor. 


96 john A.C. Greppin 


FOOTNOTES 


' According to the Slovar’ Russkogo jazyka XI-XVII vv. (Moscow, Nauka 1975 ff., 
here see vol. 6, 1979.358), Russ. isaké is first recorded in a text in 1670. 


? Luwian relationships, suggested earlier, will be dealt with further on in this 
paper. 


* This Arm. k « *w is parallel to the k « *w we find in erku "two" « *dwoó, etc.: the 
s- İs, of course, from *K-. 


4 Wilhelm Havers (1946.45-46) has discussed the role of taboo in the formation of 
Gk. Exic and 6gxc; we could surely posit similar complications in iZ. 


* Here see also Mladenov 1937.99-100. 
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